Pay

1) Salary level
2) The opportunity to become financially wealthy 3) The amount of pay 4) A good salary 5) Receiving enough pay to live well 6) Opportunities to receive more than my normal pay for good work 7) An opportunity to earn a high income 8) Periodic wage raises 9) Have pay increases that keep up with the cost of living 10) Opportunities to earn more than my regular paycheck Person-Organization Fit 1) The organization will be a total fit for me. 2) Taking everything into account, the organization will be a complete fit for me. 3) I would fit right into the organization.
Person-Job Fit 1) I would fit right in to the job. 2) Taking everything into account, the job is a complete fit for me.
3) The job provides a total fit for me.
Notes:
1.
For the post-organizational entry items, the present tense is used throughout. For instance, the instructions were modified to: We would like you to tell us how much of each characteristic you experience in your job. For example, there is a characteristic "Friendly coworkers." You will rate on a seven-point scale how much the job provides the opportunity for you to have "friendly coworkers." 2.
Likewise, in the post-organizational entry survey, "will be" in the first two PO fit items is replaced with "is." Also, "would" is dropped in the 3 rd PO fit item and 1 st PJ fit item. 3.
Items retained in the final survey are shown in bold italics.
Appendix C Measurement Model Validity Assessment
The analysis reported here employed data from men and women IT workers prior to organizational entry. We examined the results for the constructs with reflective indicators, followed by the constructs with formative indicators. Convergent validity is established when the item loadings are high (> .70) and when the average variance extracted (AVE) is at least .50 (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Tables C1, C2, and C3 show the item loadings and crossloadings. All items exhibited high loadings on their respective factor, with the exception of prestige1 (.69) and skill development1 (.68) in Table C1 for study 1, family proximity2 (.69) and skill development2 (.69) in Table C2 for study 2, and creativity3 (.69) in Table C3 for study 3. Because these values were close to the cut-off of .70, and their corresponding AVEs were all above the threshold of .50, we retained them in the model. Moreover, Gefen and Straub (2005, pp. 93-94) note that "all the loadings of the measurement items on their assigned latent variables should be an order of magnitude larger than any other loading. For example, if one of the measurement items loads with a .70 coefficient on its latent construct, then the loadings of all the measurement items on any latent construct but their own should be below .60" (for illustrations, see Choudhury and Karahanna 2006; Siponen and Vance 2010) . This was the case with our model. We compared the square root of the AVEs to the correlations among constructs. The results also supported discriminant validity as the square root of the AVEs were all greater than the inter-construct correlations (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Tables C4, C5, and C6 show the AVEs, inter-construct correlations and demonstrated that internal consistency reliability values were greater than the threshold of .70 (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994) , providing support for reliability of PO and PJ fit. Thus, we concluded that the measurement model results provided evidence for reliability and validity.
Formative measures are not required to exhibit internal consistency or reliability (Petter et al. 2007 ). In fact, multicollinearity can be problematic for formative constructs as it can suggest that multiple indicators are tapping into the same aspect of the construct and destabilize the model (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006) . Thus, we used the variance inflation factor (VIF) to assess the degree of multicollinearity, with values less than 3.3 indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern. For extrinsic, social and intrinsic outcomes, we found that the VIFs were all below 3, indicating that multicollinearity was not an issue (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006) . For formative measures, the validity of the measurement model involves examination of the item weights (Petter et al. 2007 ). Nonsignificant weights may be eliminated, whereas significant weights provide insight into the relative importance of each indicator. Table C7 shows the weights of the formative indicators associated with extrinsic, social and intrinsic outcomes. When formative indicators explain all of the variance in a construct, the average of their weights is , where n is the number of indicators (Klein and Rai 2009 Table  C7 , for extrinsic, social, and intrinsic outcomes indicate the relative importance of each of the formative indicators. To assess discriminant validity, we examined the item-to-item and item-to-construct correlations (Petter et al. 2007 ). Using PLS item weights for each formative indicator, we computed composite construct scores that were then used to calculate these correlations and evaluate discriminant validity (Ravichandaran and Rai 2000) . We found that the item-to-item correlations were greater than the item-to-construct correlations and that the items had higher correlations with the composite scores of their proposed construct than they did with the scores of other constructs. We thus found support for discriminant validity of the constructs with formative indicators. Tables C8, C9 , C10, and C11 present the loadings, crossloadings, and formative indicator weights for the sample of all pre-organizational entry workers. The pattern of results was highly similar to that of our results for IT workers, with the results generally providing evidence for reliability and validity. All items exhibited high loadings (> .70) on their respective factor. Discriminant validity was supported as the square root of the AVEs were all greater than the inter-construct correlations (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Tables C12, C13 , and C14 present the AVEs, descriptive statistics, and correlations, which were highly similar to our primary analysis. Tables C15, C16 , C17, and C18 present the loadings, crossloadings, and formative indicator weights for the sample of all post-organizational entry workers. The pattern of results was highly similar to the previous results, with the results generally providing evidence for reliability and validity. All items exhibited high loadings on their respective factor, with the exception of variety2 (.69) in Table C15 for study 1 and promotion3 (.69), family proximity3 (.69) and person-org fit3 (.69) in Table C16 for study 2. Based on the same reasoning given above, we elected to keep these items in the model. Discriminant validity was supported as the square root of the AVEs were all greater than the interconstruct correlations shown in Tables C19, C20 , and C21 (Fornell and Larcker 1981) . Thus, we concluded that all measurement model results provided evidence for reliability and validity. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men. Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ICR = Internal consistency reliability; diagonal elements represent the average variance extracted (AVE); gender was dummy-coded as 0 for women and 1 for men.
